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“An Exploratory Study of Differences between
Politeness Strategies Used in Requests

by Americans and Japanese’

When a speaker asks a hearer to carry out a requesf, a number of
Jactors influence the way the hearer perceives the imposition involved
in the request (the relative imposition). These factors include the
familiarity, relative status, the size of the request and various situa-
ticnal factors. In order to mediate the relative Imposition involved in
a request, the speaker varies the amount of politeness of the request,

Participants in this study were 80 American participants, 103 Japa-
nese participants in Japan and 34 Japanese participants in the TS,
We asked them i{o rate a total of 61 requests in four different situa-
tions according to thelr level of politeness and frequency of cccurrence
in natural situations. In all four situations, the size of the request was
small and the familiarity was low, but the relative status of the hearer
in relation to the speaker was varied. The requesis varied linguisti-
cally in the use of verb forms, modals, tenses, moods, and tags. We
evaluated the different perceptions of politeness by the three groups
and discussed similarities and differences in their relative ratings of
politeness. In general, our findings supported ihecories advanced in
this area and confirmed the findings of previous studies.

While the perceptions of politeness of Americans, Japanese in the

US, and Japanese in Japan were generally similar, we found some
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differences. For example, the Japanese participants in the US, on the
average, perceived requests as being more polite than the Japanese
participants in Japan did. The politeness ratings of Americans and
Japanese participants in Japan showed the greatest difference, and
Americans a;nd Tapanese participanis in the US were the most similar.
We also found some differences in ratings of various request forms, We
concluded with some possible explanations for these findings and
suggestions for future research in the area of politeness and second

language speakers



